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I. REAL PARTIES IN INTEREST 

The named inventors, namely Toshiro ENDO, Amimachi, Japan, Yasuo 
YAMAMOTO, Amimachi, Japan, and Tadayuki WAKATABI, Amimachi, Japan, have 
assigned all ownership rights in the pending application to Riso Kagaku Corporation 2-20-15, 
Shinbashi, Minato-ku, Tokyo, Japan as evidenced by the Assignment document recorded at 
reel 011025, frame 0636 on August 16, 2000. Accordingly, Riso Kagaku Corporation is the 
real party in interest. 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

The Appellants, their legal representatives, and the assignee are not aware of any 
other pending appeals or interferences which will directly affect or be directly affected by, or 
have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 

III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 2-8 are pending in the present application, of which claims 6, 7 and 8 are 
independent. No claims have been deemed allowable over the prior art of record by the 
Examiner. All pending claims are on appeal. 

Claims 2, 3 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 4,051,777 issued to Black (hereafter Black) in view of U.S. Patent No. 
4,1 1 1,056 issued to Mastromatteo (hereafter Mastromatteo). Further, claim 4 stands rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as unpatentable over Black in view of Mastromatteo and further in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 3,843,974 issued to Miller et al. (hereafter Miller). Still further, 
claims 5 and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Black in view of 
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Mastromatteo and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,019,202 issued to Kawahata et al. 
(hereafter Kawahata). Finally, claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Black in view of Mastromatteo and Miller, and further in view of 
Applicants' Admitted Prior Art (hereinafter AAPA). This appeal is directed to the above- 
mentioned rejections, and the status of the claims in this application is as set forth above in 
Appendix A. 

IV. STATUS OF THE AMENDMENTS 

All amendments previously submitted in connection with the present application are 
believed to have been entered and fully considered by the Examiner. The most recent 
response filed by Appellants is the Amendment filed August 21, 2003, which per the Final 
Office Action dated November 5, 2003 has been fully considered by the Examiner and found 
not to overcome the rejections. 

V. SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

The present invention is directed to a stencil printer comprising an ink supply 
diaphragm pump having, among other features, a diaphragm operable between a first position 
and a second position permitting fluid flow of ink. In accordance with the claimed invention, 
the diaphragm is driven by a drive assembly such that a stress applied to the diaphragm is 
limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. The presently claimed 
invention imparts non-obvious advantageous features over conventional stencil printers. For 
example, according to page 1 line 24 through page 3, line 9 of the specification on, the 
Appellants have found that when conventional piston or plunger pumps are used in stencil 
printers using ink, curing or gelling of the ink is produced do to frictional forces arising from 
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the sliding of the piston or plunger pumps. In response to this problem, Appellants proposed 
the use of the diaphragm pump having the following properties: First, a stress applied to the 
diaphragm is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm because a rubber 
diaphragm deforms and deteriorates with use and the performance of the pump is affected. 
Secondly, in order to suppress deterioration of the diaphragm and thereby increase the 
operational life, the diaphragm is composed of fluoro-rubber or natural rubber. Thirdly, the 
diaphragm is of a material whose swelling ratio to the ink is not larger than 1 .05 so that the 
ink can be stably supplied for a long period of time. When the swelling ratio of the 
diaphragm material to the ink in the diaphragm is larger than 1 .05, the diaphragm is deformed 
and the initial performance of the pump is difficult to maintained. 

VI. STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

A. Whether claims 2, 3 and 8 are prima facie obvious in view of the combination 
of Black and Mastromatteo. 

B. Whether objective evidence of non-obviousness has been set forth to establish 
the patentability of claims 2, 3 and 8 over the combination of Black and 
Mastromatteo. 

C. Whether claim 4 is prima facie obvious in view of Black, Mastromatteo and 
Miller. 
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D. Whether objective evidence of non-obviousness has been set forth to establish 
the patentability of claim 4 over the combination of Black, Mastromatteo and 
Miller. 

E. Whether claims 5 and 7 are prima facie obvious in view of Black, 
Mastromatteo, and Kawahata. 

F. Whether objective evidence of non-obviousness has been set forth to establish 
the patentability of claims 5 and 7 over the combination of Black, 
Mastromatteo, and Kawahata. 

G. Whether claim 6 is prima facie obvious in view of Black, Mastromatteo, 
Miller and AAPA. 

H. Whether objective evidence of non-obviousness has been set forth to establish 
the patentability of claim 6 over the combination of Black, Mastromatteo, 
Miller and AAPA. 

VIL GROUPING OF THE CLAIMS 

Appellants respectfully submit that the rejected claims 2-8 stand or fall together. 
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VIII. ARGUMENTS 

A. Claims 2, 3 and 8 are not prima facie obvious in view of the 
combination of Black and Mastromatteo. 

Claims 2, 3 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Black in view of Mastromatteo. This rejection is respectfully traversed and reversal of the 
Examiner's position with respect thereto is earnestly solicited in that the combination and 
more specifically, the Mastromatteo reference cited by the Examiner neither discloses nor 
suggests limiting deformation of a diaphragm to a stress below the elastic limit necessary so 
it will return from a pressure loaded position to a preloaded position to maintain a normal 
force as asserted by the Examiner. Further, Black does not teach, disclose or suggest a 
diaphragm driven by a drive assembly such that a stress applied to the diaphragm is limited to 
less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm in a stenciling apparatus. Therefore, 
Mastromatteo cannot cure the deficiency of Black, and the requisite motivation to combine 
these cited references in the manner suggested by the Examiner is not present. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully submitted that the references cannot be combined in the manner suggested 
by the Examiner in rejecting the present invention. 

Turning now to independent claim 8, the claim recites a stencil printer comprising: an 
ink supply pump comprising a diaphragm pump having a diaphragm operable between a first 
position preventing fluid flow of an ink and a second position permitting fluid flow of the ink 
therethrough; and a drive assembly for driving the diaphragm between the first and second 
positions, wherein the diaphragm is driven by the drive assembly such that a stress applied to 
the diaphragm is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. 

In the rejection of claims 2, 3, and 8, the Examiner states that "Mastromatteo teaches 
limiting deformation of a diaphragm to a stress below the elastic limit necessary so they will 
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return from a pressure loaded position to the preloaded position to maintain a normal force." 
However, Appellants respectfully submit that Mastromatteo discloses a diaphragm used in a 
hydraulic device, wherein the diaphragm is used in conjunction with a liquid which acts as a 
cushion, conforming to the shape of the diaphragm, thereby preventing damage to the 
diaphragm". 

Unlike the Examiner's interpretation of Mastromatteo, in col. 6, lines 9-20, the cited 

text of Mastromatteo actually states the following: 

"Effectively, the diaphragm 30, by means of the liquid 74, becomes an integral part 
of the upper housing wall 58 and, therefore, will remain in tact. If the valve seat 60 and 
diaphragm 30 are disposed so that the valve member 34 is seated within the elastic of the 
diaphragm 30, the diaphragm will remain undistorted and resilient, ready for renewed use 
once the lost liquid or integrity of the connection to the instrument 64 is restored. " 

Hence, the above-mentioned teaching of Mastromatteo has been misunderstood or 
mischaracterized as teaching "limiting deformation of a diaphragm to a stress below the 
elastic limit necessary so they will return from a pressure loaded position to the preloaded 
position to maintain a normal force." 

Appellants respectfully submit that Mastromatteo discloses diaphragm 30 as having 
concentric corrugations 32 which make the central portion of the diaphragm flexible and 
sensitive to variations of pressure exerted upon it, as shown in col. 4, lines 6-8. Further, the 
diaphragm 30 of Mastromatteo is not driven by a drive assembly between a first and a second 
position as in the presently claimed invention. 

Unlike Appellants' diaphragm that is actuated by a drive assembly to pump ink in a 
stencil printer, the diaphragm 30 of Mastromatteo is driven by hydraulic fluid and is utilized 
in a completely different manner, such as in automobile braking systems, for example, as 
disclosed in col. 12, lines 58-64 of Mastromatteo. Consequently, it is respectfully submitted 
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that one of ordinary skill in the art of stencil printing and stencil printers, would not turn to 
the teachings of Mastromatteo. 

Furthermore, from the disclosed corrugated diaphragm, its use in a high pressure 
hydraulic system, and its function, all of which are different from Appellants' claimed 
invention, Appellants respectfully assert that it is not possible to ascertain that the stress of 
the diaphragm of Mastromatteo is or should be limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit of 
the diaphragm as recited in Appellants' claimed invention. 

Simply put, even if combined with the teachings of Black, Mastromatteo does not 
teach, disclose, or suggest that a stress applied is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit 
of the diaphragm. 

According to MPP §2143.01, the prior art must suggest the desirability of the claimed 
invention. Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to provide the 
requisite motivation for combining the references in the suggested manner, or to provide the 
requisite disclosure in Mastromatteo, as well as Black, to reach or render obvious Appellants' 
claimed diaphragm, wherein a stress applied to it is limited to a stress that is less than 75% of 
the elastic limit of the diaphragm, as recited in independent claim 8, as well as in dependent 
claims 2 and 3. 

B. The requisite motivation for combining the teachings of Black and 
Mastromatteo does not exist to support a prima facie case of obviousness as proposed by the 
Examiner in rejected claims 2, 3 and 8. 

Claims 2, 3 and 8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Black 
in view of Mastromatteo. This rejection is respectfully traversed and reversal of the 
Examiner's position with respect thereto is earnestly solicited in that the objective evidence 
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of obviousness has not been set forth by the Examiner for the reasons given above and those 
set forth hereinbelow. 

As mentioned above, Mastromatteo completely fails to disclose or suggest that a 
stress applied is limited and that a stress applied is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit 
of the diaphragm. 

In the rejection, the Examiner asserted that the optimum stress required in order to 
maintain the diaphragm in proper form would be determined by those having ordinary skill in 
the art through routine experimentations. In response, Appellants respectfully submit that 
routine experimentation is not sufficient for providing the required motivation for a obviousness 
rejection. According to MPEP 2144.05 (II)(B), only result-effective variables can be optimized, 
and a particular parameter must first be recognized as a result-effective variable before the 
determination of the optimum or workable ranges of the variable might be characterized as 
routine experimentation. As submitted above, Mastromatteo is silent about limiting a stress 
level on a diaphragm. Hence, the stress level was not recognized in Mastromatteo as a result- 
effective variable for optimization. Accordingly, the Examiner's argument that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would limit the stress applied to the diaphragm to less than 75% through routine 
experimentation is improper. 

Further, according to MPEP 2143.01, the prior art must suggest the desirability of the 
claimed invention. Nothing in the prior art cited in the Office Action would suggest the necessity 
or desirability of using the diaphragm driven by the drive assembly such that a stress is 
applied to the diaphragm is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. 
Furthermore, one skilled in the art of stencil printing and stencil printers would not turn to the 
teachings of Mastromatteo which is intended to be utilized in the transmission of pressure of 
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liquids, solids and gases primarily in the automotive and airline arts as noted in col. 9, lines 12- 
19, and col. 12, lines 58-64. 

Accordingly, at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to independent claim 8, 
as well as dependent claims 2 and 3, Appellants respectfully contend that the Patent Office has 
failed to carry its burden for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. The reversal of the 
Examiner's position, as well as the allowance of claims 2, 3 and 8 in view of the foregoing 
arguments, is respectfully requested. 

C. Claim 4 is not prima facie obvious in view of the combination of 
Black, Mastromatteo and Miller. 

The Appellants respectfully contend that the findings of the Office Action fail to 
support a prima facie case of obviousness since it fails to provide suggestion or motivation to 
modify Black and Mastromatteo with teachings of the Miller reference. 

The requirements for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, as detailed in 
MPEP § 2143 - 2143.03 (pages 2100-122 - 2100-136), are: first, there must be some 
suggestion or motivation, either in the reference themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference to combine the teachings; 
second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success; and, finally, the prior art reference 
(or references when combined) must teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. 

With respect to Miller, the reference is directed to an intimal lining pump with 
vertically drafted webs for a circulator assist device. In the rejection, the Examiner cited 
Miller as a secondary reference disclosing a pump composed of fluoro-rubber or natural 
rubber in col. 1, lines 55-61. However, Miller clearly lacks features set forth in independent 
claim 8 of the present invention. The cited text of Miller does not appear to support the 
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Examiner's assertion that Miller teaches using fluoro-rubber or natural rubber as a 
diaphragm. As recited in, e.g., claim 3 of Miller, it appears that the material for the intimal 
lining of Miller consists of polyurethane, silicone rubber, and polypropylene, and not of 
fluoro-rubber or natural rubber as alleged by the Examiner. Moreover, in the rejection of 
claim 6, the Examiner acknowledges that Miller uses silicon rubber, which is different from 
the Examiner's earlier assertion of fluoro-rubber or natural rubber. 

With respect to Mastromatteo, as provided above, Mastromatteo is not related to a 
stencil apparatus but rather to a hydraulic control device, such as, e.g., automobile braking 
system master cylinder (col. 9, lines 12-19 and col. 12, lines 58-64 of Mastromatteo). 
Because of the completely different structure of Mastromatteo 's control device and its 
functionality, and as there is no suggestion or motivation in Mastromatteo to combine its 
teachings with the intimal lining in a human arterial blood pump of Miller, the combination 
of Mastromatteo and Miller is believed to be improper. For the sake of argument, even if the 
hydraulic control device of Mastromatteo is combined with Miller, the resulting device would 
not work because the intimal lining for a human arterial pump would not last in the high 
pressure control device of Mastromatteo. 

D. The requisite motivation for combining the teachings of Black, Mastromatteo 
and Miller does not exist to support a prima facie case of obviousness as proposed by the 
Examiner in rejected claim 4. 

As mentioned above, Mastromatteo discloses a hydraulic control device that is 
structurally and functionally different from that of Black. Further, Mastromatteo is 
completely silent about limiting a stress applied to a diaphragm as well as limiting a stress to 
less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. Still further, Miller does not appear to 
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teach or suggest fluoro-rubber or natural rubber as a material used in a diaphragm. 
Therefore, without proper motivation or suggestion in the references to combine their 
respective teachings to arrive at Appellants' claimed invention, and even if combined, the 
combination of the references still does not disclose all of the claimed features, the §103 (a) 
rejection of claim 4 is improper. 

Accordingly, at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to independent claim 8, 
as well as dependent claim 4, Appellants respectfully contend that the Patent Office has failed to 
carry its burden for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. The reversal of the 
Examiner's position, as well as the allowance of claim 4 in view of the foregoing arguments, is 
respectfully requested. 

E. Claims 5 and 7 are not prima facie obvious in view of the 
combination of Black, Mastromatteo and Kawahata. 

Appellants respectfully contend that the findings of the Office Action fail support a 
prima facie case of obviousness since it fails to provide requisite suggestion or motivation to 
modify Black and Mastromatteo with Kawahata. 

As previously mentioned, the requirements for establishing a prima facie case of 
obviousness, as detailed in MPEP § 2143 - 2143.03 (pages 2100-122 - 2100-136), are: first, 
there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the reference themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference to 
combine the teachings; second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success; and, 
finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all of the 
claim limitations. 
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The Examiner asserted that Kawahata discloses an UV ray curing ink. Therefore, it 
would be obvious to combine the UV during ink of Kawahata with Black and Mastromatteo 
to have a faster drying ink. In response, Appellants respectfully submit that, as established 
above in relation to the rejection of independent claim 8, without proper motivation to 
combine Black and Mastromatteo, and as Mastromatteo is deficient in teaching, disclosing, or 
suggesting a diaphragm pump configured such that the maximum stress applied thereto 
during operation does not exceed 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm pump, it is 
improper to combine Black and Mastromatteo in the § 103(a) rejection. Moreover, whether 
Kawahata teaches UV curing ink or not, Kawahata still cannot cure the above-discussed 
deficiency of Black and Mastromatteo. 

Accordingly, at least for the reasons set forth above with respect the rejection of 
claims 5 and 7, Appellants respectfully contend that the Patent Office has failed to carry its 
burden of establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, and the reversal of the Examiner's 
position as well as the allowance of claims 5 and 7 in view of the foregoing arguments is 
respectfully requested. 

F. The requisite motivation for combining the teachings of Black, Mastromatteo 
and Kawahata does not exist to support a prima facie case of obviousness as proposed by the 
Examiner in rejected claims 5 and 7. 

As mentioned above, Mastromatteo discloses a hydraulic control device that is 
structurally and functionally different from that of Black, and their teachings are not 
combinable. Further, Mastromatteo is completely silent about limiting a stress applied to a 
diaphragm as well as limiting a stress to less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm, 
and hence Mastromatteo does not cure the deficiency of Black. 

NVA290977.2 



Attorney Docket No.: 740250-814 
Application No. 09/639,580 
Appeal Brief 
Art Unit 2854 
Page 15 of 20 

Further, although Kawahata discloses UV curing ink, the combination of the cited 
prior art references still does not teach or suggest all of the claimed features. Therefore, as 
proper motivation or suggestion in the references to combine their respective teachings to 
arrive at Appellants' claimed invention is not shown, and as the combination of the 
references still does not disclose all of the claimed features, the § 103(a) rejection of claims 5 
and 7 is improper. 

Accordingly, at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to claims 5 and 7, 
Appellants respectfully contend that the Examiner has failed to carry its burden for establishing 
a prima facie case of obviousness. The reversal of the Examiner's position, as well as the 
allowance of claims 5 and 7 in view of the foregoing arguments, is respectfully requested. 

G. Claims 6 is not prima facie obvious in view of the combination of Black, 
Mastromatteo, Miller and AAPA. 

The 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) rejection of claim 6 is respectfully traversed and reversal of 
the Examiner's position with respect thereto is earnestly solicited in that none of the cited 
prior art references teach, disclose, or suggest a diaphragm composed of a material whose 
swelling ratio to the ink is not larger than 1.05, and the maximum stress applied to the 
diaphragm during operation of a diaphragm pump does not exceed 75% of the elastic limit of 
the diaphragm as recited in claim 6. 

In the rejection, the Examiner asserted that Miller teaches a diaphragm pump which is 
made of silicon rubber, and that silicon rubber is known to have a swelling ratio to the ink of 
less than 1 .05, therefore it would be obvious to combine Black, Miller, and AAPA to arrive at' 
Applicants' claim 6. However, Appellants respectfully assert that not only is Miller non- 
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analogous art, but Miller also fails to teach, suggest or disclose ink , let alone a swelling ratio 
to the ink not larger than 1 .05 as recited in claim 6. 

In contrast with the present invention of claim 6, Miller is directed toward an intimal 
lining pump with vertically drafted webs for a circulatory assist device. Specifically, the 
pump of Miller is connected to a human arterial blood supply (see Abstract) and not ink. 
Therefore, Miller cannot possibly teach suggest the claimed swelling ratio of claim 6 of the 
present application. 

"In order to rely on a reference for the basis of rejection of an Applicant's invention, 
the reference must either be in the field of Applicant's endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably 
pertinent to the particular problem with which the inventor was concerned." In re Oetiker, 
977 F.2d 1433, 1446, 24 USPQ 2d 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 1992). Applicants respectfully 
submit that Miller is not in the field of Applicants' endeavor and consequently, Miller cannot 
be considered analogous to the claimed invention and is not properly applicable as prior art. 
Since Miller is used in connection with pumping blood, Miller is not pertinent to the 
particular problem solved by Appellants' invention. 

Further, Miller does not suggest the desirability of using a material whose swelling 
ratio to ink is not larger than 1.05 as recited in claim 6. Hence, the rejection does not follow 
the requirements set forth in MPEP §2143.01 cited above. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that Miller, either alone or in 
combination with Black, Mastromatteo and AAPA, fails to teach, suggest or disclose the 
swelling ratio to ink as claimed. Further, although the present specification discloses 
swelling ratios for fluoro-rubber, silicon rubber and natural rubber, there is no suggestion or 
motivation in Miller of any specific swelling ratio or the importance of using a material 
whose swelling ratio to ink is not larger than 1.05 as recited in claim 6. Still further, as 
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argued above in relation to the rejection of independent claim 8, Mastromatteo does not 
teach, disclose, or suggest that a stress applied is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit 
of the diaphragm. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the rejection of claim 6 be 
reversed. 

H. The requisite motivation for combining the teachings of Black, Mastromatteo, 
Miller and AAPA does not exist to support a prima facie case of obviousness as proposed by 
the Examiner in rejected claim 6. 

For the sake of brevity, the improper combination of Black and Mastromatteo, which 
is discussed above in relation to the rejection of claim 8, is not discussed again here. 
However, it should be noted that the arguments in relation to the rejection of claim 8 are fully 
applicable to the rejection of claim 6. 

With respect to Miller, the Examiner has failed to provide connection between the 
disclosure of silicon rubber in a blood pump of Miller and the material having a swelling ratio 
to the ink of not larger than 1.05 in a stencil printer of Appellants' claim 6. According to 
MPEP 2143.01, the prior art must suggest the desirability of the claimed invention. Nothing 
in Miller, which relates to a blood pumping device, would suggest the desirability of using a 
material whose swelling ratio to ink is not larger than 1.05 as recited in claim 6. 

Accordingly, at least for the reasons set forth above with respect to independent 
claim 6, Appellants respectfully contend that the Patent Office has failed to carry its 
burden for establishing a prima facie case of obviousness. The reversal of the 
Examiner's position, as well as the allowance of claim 6 in view of the foregoing 
arguments, is respectfully requested. 
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IX. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons it is respectfully asserted that pending claims 2-8 of the 
present application are allowable over the applied prior art references. Appellants 
respectfully request that the outstanding rejections of record of the claims be reversed, that 
such pending claims be allowed and that the present application be passed to issue. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Donald R. Studebaker 
Reg. No. 32,815 

NIXON PEABODY LLP 
401 9 th Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004-2128 
(202) 585-8000 
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APPENDIX A 

PENDING CLAIMS 

1. (Cancelled). 

2. (Previously presented) A stencil printer as defined in Claim 8 in which the 
drive assembly is configured to stop in a position where the stress applied to the diaphragm of 
the diaphragm pump is less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. 

3. (Previously presented) A stencil printer as defined in claim 8 in which the 
drive assembly is configured such that the maximum stress applied to the diaphragm during 
operation of the diaphragm pump is less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. 

4. (Previously presented) A stencil printer as defined in Claim 8 wherein said 
diaphragm is composed of fluoro-rubber or natural rubber. 

5. (Previously presented) A stencil printer as defined in Claim 8 wherein said 
ink comprises an ultraviolet ray curing ink. 

6. (Previously presented) A stencil printer comprising an ink supply pump in the 
form of a diaphragm pump, said diaphragm pump including a diaphragm composed of a 
material whose swelling ratio to the ink is not larger than 1.05, wherein the maximum stress 
applied to the diaphragm during operation of the diaphragm pump does not exceed 75% of 
the elastic limit of the diaphragm. 

7. (Previously presented) A stencil printer comprising an ink supply pump for 
ultraviolet curing ink, said ink supply pump being in the form of a diaphragm pump 
configured so that the maximum stress applied thereto during operation does not exceed 75% 
of the elastic limit of the diaphragm pump. 
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8. (Original) A stencil printer comprising: 

an ink supply pump comprising a diaphragm pump having a diaphragm operable 
between a first position preventing fluid flow of an ink and a second position permitting fluid 
flow of the ink therethrough; and 

a drive assembly for driving said diaphragm between said first and second positions, 
wherein said diaphragm is driven by said drive assembly such that a stress applied to 
the diaphragm is limited to less than 75% of the elastic limit of the diaphragm. 
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